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kk:aminatxqn (subject histohs) 
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romaric of toe iSnlvtrsltF Muoation GoasmlSiiiaii of 1948 - if 













































stMlaS 'both variation in marking and also intsr-roadoy 
















QxaminOTs diffoy significaBtljf in mean 



r^liafelXlty for Bngiish ©saays rang® from .72 to '89 ani 
reliability for the oblootivo tost rang® from '88 to ’ 95» 
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publlsheil a few boolslats like 

i) Improving examinations (By P,De Sharma) in which they have 
dealt with needj considerations & charactarhtio of a good 
examination and forms of questions* 
il) !Ehe concept of evaluation in education dealing with 
ob^ectivesj learning ©xperlwacesj evaluation devies d: 
procedures etc* 

iii) Evaluation In General Science dealing with the objectives 
of teaching general sclencet developing t©@t material etc. 

iv) Evaluation in Mathematics dealing with the need for a 
Chang© in the pattern of examination in Mathematics, 
objectives of teaching mathematics, developing test 
materials* 

Br* HsJ, Saylor conducted study on two or three 
examiners in 1963* The examiners agreed in 4*8^, cases only 
in assigning total marks. The Central Examination Unit of 
(HGSRT'i ha« nublifihed a monosranh elvina: the list Of 
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th© Higher Secondary 
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Group 


4 1?,0 


289 


75 oO 


m: 


® 186 

s .7#^ 'V-Vi 


h® ox®iBln@r» wa® 


g@ of maxlmm 
he whole thing c« 


in Goweffieient i 
of conoor« : 
4@nce« 

.744 : 

.212 

.403 











DISCUSSION and MCERPRBTATION 


The P* *» Xati^ shows'that the disagreement among 
examiners is very large*- Only in the 4th group the F*»ratio 
is not Significant at 1/e. level. 

Tho variability in evaluation of the same script by 



significant. It shows that the examin-ers differ significantly 










VSltJl® q £ iciuntf of OOZKSOFdsmiOO C #7 

olais eorreXaMon .as u alg© uigHaar In 
tSlat Of Sis’ 3 ^ Qf 4* Chroup 2 alio siiows 
Horo F<*.3?at5lo Is ilgnificant tout oo«-offio 
Is high (s?28) and railatollitr is a iltt 
Group X and muoto than Gr 3 & Gr d 

the dlffei'enaas in aaxinam and aainimini n 
(4*8)« It w# OOfflpare Gir 1 aiad Gr 2 w@ i 
effeot of direotlon has been to reduce t 
ma:£limim and minimtim marks. In tooth Grou 



effect of examiner’s difference due to frame of reference 










w©r« I w© find that th© ®ffact of direction In the 

nresence of ©tructiired question® is laore* fh® werag© rang© 
drops from 16to 7*S C a drop of^) where as in the other 
case It is 10#e to 4.8 « 6 only. 

Xn the 4th gronp both structured questions and 
directions Jointly helped to bring down the difference in 
mean score given by different examiners* Xhe result somewhat 






imsr Cireotion to Havo ao ®t£mt at aOl 
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